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Goals for today’s meeting 

Review:  

Focus Areas for Working Group 

Proposals for Off-Track Students 

Process for Moving to Recommendations 

Sample Report Language 

Finalizing Theory of Action, Recommendations 
for Off-Track Secondary Students 

Begin Discussing Distribution of At-Risk 
Students 

Next Steps 
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GOALS FOR TODAY’S MEETING  

Finalize template and/or 
draft recommendations 

for off-track 

Begin discussion of 
problems related to 
distribution of at-risk 

students 

Determine next steps 
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REVIEW: FOCUS AREAS FOR  

AT-RISK WORKING GROUP 

1. Inequitable 
distribution of at-risk 

students across 
schools 

2. Inadequate or 
inefficiently used 
funding for at-risk 

students 

3. Lack of structures 
in place for cross-

sector sharing of best 
practices for serving 

at-risk students 

4. Lack of cross-
sector coordination 
on serving off-track 
secondary students 

Finalizing 

today 

Beginning 

today 

Combining with other? 



REVIEW: PROPOSALS FOR  

OFF-TRACK SECONDARY STUDENTS 

  

Cross-sector information exchange 

Diagnostic information earlier than 8th grade 

Citywide, cross-sector approach to improving attendance 

Cross-sector approach to sharing best practices around “anchors” – 
positive adult relationships in school 

Cross-sector effort to identify and build on practices in high value-add 
high schools 



Gathering information, 
discussion, analysis Final Report 

REVIEW: MOVING FROM DISCUSSION TO 

RECOMMENDATION 

Frame 

ideas in 

template 



REVIEW: SAMPLE REPORT LANGUAGE,  

EXAMPLE FROM CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG  



REVIEW: SAMPLE REPORT LANGUAGE, MID -YEAR 

MOBILIT Y  

Task Force’s 

original 

recommendation 

“Loftier” 

language 

stemming 

from theory of 

action 



REVIEW: TEMPLATE, CROSS-SECTOR DATA EXCHANGE  



REVIEW: DRAFT REPORT LANGUAGE,  

CROSS-SECTOR DATA EXCHANGE 



GROUP EXERCISE: 

AGREEING ON 

STATEMENT OF 

PROBLEM AND THEORY 

OF ACTION 



TEMPLATE: ATTENDANCE 



TEMPLATE: “ANCHORS”  



TEMPLATE: HIGH VALUE-ADD SCHOOLS 



DISTRIBUTION OF  

AT-RISK STUDENTS 



HOW DOES THE CONCENTRATION OF AT-

RISK STUDENTS AFFECT SCHOOL 

PERFORMANCE? 

In DC1 

•Within charter schools, the average 
performance of at-risk students is 
largely not affected by changes in a 
school’s at-risk concentration. The 
performance of non-at-risk 
students, however, decreases 
slightly as the concentration of at-
risk students increases. 

•Within DCPS schools, the 
performance of both at-risk and 
non-at-risk students in decreases 
through peer effects as the 
percentage of at-risk students 
increases. 

Nationally 

•Research going back twenty years 
points to the strongest benefits of 
socioeconomic integration being 
found in schools that are no more 
than 50 percent low-income. See, 
e.g., Kahlenberg (2001). 

•Anecdotally, we have heard from 
other jurisdictions (e.g., Denver), 
that a 1/3 threshold is important 
for students and families (i.e., a 
student from a higher-income 
family will be less likely to choose 
to attend a school that is more than 
2/3 low-income). 

1 Tembo Analytics, February 2016. 



WHERE ARE OUR AT-RISK STUDENTS BY WARD 

OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE (VERSUS WARD OF 

RESIDENCE)? 

 

46% 46% 

22% 

3% 

36% 

39% 

37% 

65% 

71% 

43% 

36% 

15% 

6% 

36% 

51% 

47% 
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70% 

53% 

47% 

42% 

24% 

52% 
53% 

68% 

62% 

73% 

Citywide Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 Ward 5 Ward 6 Ward 7 Ward 8

Share of Public School Students with At Risk of Academic Failure 

Status, by Ward of School Attended, SY16-17 
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WHO ARE OUR AT-RISK STUDENTS BY 

GRADE OR GRADE BAND? 

 

46% 
45% 

46% 46% 47% 46% 45% 
44% 

45% 
43% 

41% 

60% 

53% 

49% 

47% 
45% 

44% 

PK3 PK4 KG 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 SPED Total

Share of Public School Students with At Risk of Academic Failure 

Status, by UPSFF Grade, SY16-17 



Schools that experience “high churn” (defined as having both mid-year entry and exit greater 
than 5 percent of total population) are lower-performing (significantly lower median 
proficiency in DC CAS compared to schools with lower entry and withdrawal rates). 

Schools that experience high churn serve a greater average share of at-risk students than 
schools with low churn. 

High-churn DCPS schools have the highest average share of at-risk students. 

Wards 7 and 8 have the largest number of high-churn schools compared to other wards. 

WHAT’S THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AT -

RISK STATUS AND SCHOOL QUALITY? 

 
What we know from our analysis of mid-year mobility: 



NEXT STEPS 


